Serial Number: 10/677,608 
Page 6 of 9 

REMARKS 

In the Office Action dated June 2, 2008, claims 1, 4, 10, and 14 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. P.G. Pub. No. 2002/0152160 to Allen-Rouman 
et al. ("Allen-Rouman") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,343,279 to Bissonette et al. ("Bissonette"). 
Additionally, the claims were objected to as not being resubmitted with a claim status identifier. 

Claims 1 and 4 are currently amended. 

Claims 21-25 are new. 

Claim Objections: 

The claims have been included on claims listing pages with the current response. Claim 
status identifiers have also been provided. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103fa): 

In the Office Action, claims 1, 4, 10, and 14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Allen-Rouman in view of Bissonette. M.P.E.P. § 2141 sets forth the 
Graham factual enquiries that should be considered when making an obviousness rejection under 
Section 103: 1) ascertaining the scope and content of the prior art; 2) ascertaining the differences 
between the claimed invention and the prior art; and 3) resolving the level of ordinary skill in the 
pertinent art. (Citing Graham v. John Deere, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966).) In addition, 
M.P.E.P. §§ 2141 and 2142 set forth that "the analysis supporting a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
103 should be made explicit." (Citing KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc. (KSR), 550 U.S. 
, 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007).) 

For a rejection under Section 103 to stand, it must explicitly set forth 1) factual findings 
showing that each claim element was known in the art at the time of the invention, and 2) factual 
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findings showing that one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would have 
found it obvious to modify or combine the teachings to arrive at the claimed invention. (See, for 
example, the enumerated required articulations set forth in M.P.E.P. § 2143 for each lettered 
rationale.) 

Applicants respectfully submit that the references in the Office Action, either alone or in 
combination, do not teach or suggest all the limitations claimed in the claim set provided herein. 
Claim 1 requires "increasing the balance in a virtual financial account each time an actual credit 
purchase is made to create a virtual reserve for budgeting payment of the credit source." Neither 
reference cited in the rejection teaches such limitation. Unlike prior personal financial budgeting 
systems, the present invention does not merely incrementally increase the balance in a financial 
account when a deposit transaction is made and withdraw or reduce the balance when a purchase 
is made, but also notes when a credit purchase is made and instead of only debiting one of the 
virtual accounts containing the category of item which was purchased, also credits a separate 
account reserved for the payment of the credit source upon receipt of the credit source bill. 

The above-recited limitation is not taught in the Allen-Rouman reference, as discussed in 
the prior response and as acknowledged in the Office Action. In the Office Action, Bissonette 
was cited as teaching this limitation. Applicants respectfiiUy disagree. Bissonette teaches a 
credit-card transaction approval system that overlays an extra transaction approval step over the 
normal limits imposed by the credit card issuer in the standard credit card authorization process. 
(See Abstract, Col. 3 lines 5-12, Col. 6 lines 9-20) Bissonette teaches that if a purchase has been 
pre-approved by the cardholder pre-entering the purchase information (See Col. 5 lines 58-65), 
payment may be authorized immediately as the transaction is made (See Col. 5 line 58-Col 6 line 
3, Col. 6 lines 32-39). However, it is noted that nothing in Bissonette teaches the recited 
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limitation of increasing the balance in a virtual financial account each time an actual credit 
purchase is made to create a virtual reserve for budgeting payment of the credit source. 

Therefore, because Bissonette also fails to teach the limitations of claim 1 that are not 
taught by AUen-Rouman, the combination of Bissonette and AUen-Rouman also fails to teach 
such claim limitations. Claim 1 is therefore not made obvious by the cited references. Claims 4 
and 10 are allowable for at least the same reasons. Claim 14 includes similar limitations and is 
similarly allowable. 

New claims 21-25 include similar but more specific limitations and are also similarly 
allowable. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant respectfully submits the amendments and remarks made herein. If the 
Examiner has any questions or concerns regarding this communication, the Examiner is invited 
to call the undersigned. 

DATED this ^ day of September, 2008. 

tfully submitted, 



'MichaaafF. Krieger 
Attorniy for Applicant 
RegistifetionNo.: 35,232 
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